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Not an Imperial Creation?
Unfortunately, this kind of extravaganza has
become but too common of late in Princely utterances.
The description of the constitutional position of the
Princes in relation to the Paramount Power as
4 vassalage 1 or * subordinate co-operation', one may
in all respects point out, is not of Congress coining.
It was laid down by the duly appointed representa-
tives of the very imperialist order to which, the
Maharaja Saheb of Bikaner has declared times with-
out number, the Princely Order are proud to belong.
As for the other statement to which the Maharaja
Saheb took exception, viz. that the Princes are an
imperial creation, the very definition of Indian States
in the Government of India Act of 1935 is significant.
It runs : * Indian State means any territory, not being
part of British India, which His Majesty recognizes as
being such a State, whether described as a State-, an
estate, a Jagir or otherwise.' In other words, their
status is made to depend purely on * recognition by
His Majesty.' The history of British relationship with
Princely India is littered with instances of States that
were made or unmade, of zamindaris being elevated
to chiefships and vice versa, by a breath of the imperial
power according to the shifting needs of its policy.
Take the case of the Tributary Mahals of Orissa, 26
in number, which collectively cover an area equal to
that of an Indian Province and affect the destinies of
46 lakhs of population. We have it on the highest
authority that 4 there was nothing in the nature of the
connection of Government with the proprietors that
would preclude their being brought under the ordinary
jurisdiction of the courts if it should ever be thought
desirable, 'x when they first came into relation with
the British Government in 1803-1804 on the cession
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